We analyze nonresponse to questions on financial items such as income and asset holdings in household surveys using data from a controlled field experiment. As part of the SAVE study, a representative survey conducted in Germany in 2001, questions on household income and financial assets were administered using different modes (personal interview vs. drop-off questionnaire). The data also allow to investigate the influence of interviewer characteristics on nonresponse. Our results are in line with predictions derived from models of survey response behavior that have been developed in survey research and social psychology.
Introduction
Surveys are an important source of data for the empirical analysis of household behavior.
Unfortunately, data problems such as unit nonresponse (sample selection), item nonresponse, and measurement error are the rule rather than the exception in survey data.
Well-designed studies using household survey data are careful to detect outliers, to impute missing values, and to correct for selection caused by missing observations.
Economists and econometricians have traditionally addressed such data problems using ex post approaches such as various imputation schemes or sample selection models.
These methods have reached a high level of sophistication, as summarized for instance in the monograph by Wansbeek and Meijer (2000) and in the chapter on "Measurement error in survey data" by Bound et al . (2001) in the most recent volume of the Handbook of Econometrics. An important drawback of such approaches is that they either require imposing untestable assumptions about the data generating process to ensure point identification of parameters of interest or allow only for much weaker conclusions if weaker assumptions are imposed; see Manski (1995, 1998) for an extensive discussion.
Complementary to correcting data problems ex post, researchers have recently increased their efforts to improve survey administration and the design of survey questionnaires so that problems such as item nonresponse can be avoided or at least mitigated ex ante. In particular, economists who design survey questions are beginning to use knowledge about the sources of data problems that has been accumulated in other disciplines.
For instance, Bound et al . (2001) devote a section of their handbook chapter to results from survey research and social psychology that apply to the measurement of quantities that are of economic interest. However, this approach has not been widely used yet. In this paper, we show how economists can use knowledge about survey response behavior accumulated in psychology and survey research not only in their analysis of existing data, but also in the design of future household surveys.
We concentrate on a specific aspect of response behavior that is of interest in the empirical analysis households' saving and asset allocation decisions: item nonresponse to questions on financial items in household surveys.
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Nonresponse in household surveys has been analyzed by various authors, beginning with the work by Ferber (1966) ; see Schnell (1997) and Beatty and Herrmann (2002) for reviews.
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However, empirical evidence on response behavior in surveys that focus on financial variables such as income, saving, and asset choice, is still sparse. Recent examples for Germany are Biewen (2001) , Riphahn and Serfling (2002) , and Schräpler (2003) who work with data from the German SocioEconomic Panel (GSOEP); Nicoletti and Peracchi (2001) investigate nonresponse in the European Household Panel (EHCP). In contrast to these papers, we use data from a controlled experiment that was conducted as part of a representative household survey specifically to analyze the effects of interview mode and question format.
As part of the SAVE study, a representative survey of households' saving and asset choices conducted in Germany in 2001 (see Börsch-Supan and Essig (2002) and Börsch-Supan and Essig (2003) ), questions on household net income and on six key financial assets were administered using different modes (computer-assisted personal interview vs. selfadministered drop-off questionnaire) that were assigned randomly to sample households.
We show that nonresponse rates to these sensitive questions are lower in the drop-off questionnaires than in the personal interviews. These results are in line with predictions from models of survey response behavior developed in social psychology that stress, inter alia, the role of privacy in answering sensitive questions. Our analysis also confirms earlier findings on the influence of characteristics of the interviewer on response rates in personal interviews.
The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we briefly review models of survey response behavior from social psychology that motivate our analysis. The design of the 2001 SAVE survey and the embedded experiments on mode effects are described in Section 3. In Section 4, we present our results, primarily a series of probit regressions with nonresponse dummies for income and six key assets as dependent variables. Section 5 summarizes our results and discusses implications for the design of survey questions on financial variables.
Item nonresponse in household surveys
Why should survey mode and question format influence responses? If respondents are perfectly certain about the quantity in question, they should be able to give the correct answer. However, respondents are rarely certain about quantities they are asked to report in household surveys. Therefore, the formation of answers to survey questions is a complicated process. As a starting point for thinking about item nonresponse and other data problems ex ante, or to correct for resulting bias in survey data ex post, it is useful to review existing research by psychologists and survey methodologists in some detail.
Since the early 1980's, psychologists and survey methodologists have worked together, trying to understand the cognitive and communicative processes that govern survey response behavior. One of the first systematic attempts to analyze survey response behavior as an interaction between the interviewer and the respondent, and to uncover the cognitive processes involved in answering survey questions, is Tourangeau (1984) .
There is now an extensive literature in survey research on cognitive processes that generate survey responses and on pitfalls that should be avoided in survey design ; Sudman et al . (1996) and Tourangeau et al . (2000) provide overviews of the literature on survey response behavior and question design in cognitive and social psychology. Cognitive issues in households' reports of financial variables, in particular with respect to reports of household income, are discussed by Moore et al . (1999) .
An important insight from survey research is that the process of forming the response to a survey question consists of several steps, each of which might contribute to the fact that answers often do not provide reliable measures of the quantity in question. Survey respondents first have to understand the question and determine which quantity they are to report on. To do so, they draw on a wide range of contextual information in ways that researchers are often unaware of. Second, respondents have to recall information on the quantity from memory. In many instances, respondents will have imperfect recall and need to apply various inference and estimation strategies to arrive at an answer; this is the third step of the response process. Fourth, once respondents have arrived at an answer, they need to map it onto the response alternatives provided by the researcher (unless the question format is open-ended). Finally, respondents may edit their answer because of social desirability and self-representation concerns (i. e., even though they might be aware of the "true" value of some quantity, they on purpose or unconsciously report a higher or lower value).
In order to derive hypotheses about factors that influence item nonresponse on financial questions in household surveys, we use a conceptual model by Tourangeau and Smith (1996) . For our purpose, the advantage of such a model is that it makes cognitive processes and social interaction between the interviewer and the respondents explicit.
This conceptual model links interview modes, psychological variables, and data quality.
Specifically, dimensions of data quality, such as accuracy, reliability, and item nonresponse are influenced by three psychological variables: privacy, legitimacy, and cognitive burden.
The signs of the relationships form the basis for hypotheses about survey response behavior. For instance, privacy reduces the problem of item nonresponse on sensitive questions while increased cognitive burden reduces response accuracy. The key variables privacy, legitimacy, and cognitive burden are influenced, in turn, by the mode of data collection (face-to-face interviews, self-administrated surveys, computerized surveys such as internet surveys, or telephone interviews with auditory presentation).
In our analysis, we specifically concentrate on the trade-off between using a computerassisted personal interview (CAPI) and a self-administered paper-and-pencil questionnaire (P&P) for collecting data on sensitive financial variables. The prediction from models of survey response behavior such as the one outlined above is that relative to CAPI, the self-administered P&P interview should result in higher perceived levels of privacy, which in turn increases responses accuracy and decreases the rate of item nonresponse.
A second hypothesis we test is related to the social interaction between interviewer and respondent. It seems plausible that in personal interviews, characteristics of the interviewer may influence response behavior; interviewer effects on survey response have been analyzed as far back as Rice (1929) . For instance, there is evidence that interviewer attributes such as age and gender affect response rates in surveys. Interestingly, the effects of interviewer experience on response behavior seem to be stronger than those of personal characteristics; see Couper (1998), chapter 7, and Hox and de Leeuw (2002) for reviews. Riphahn and Serfling (2002) provide empirical evidence on interviewer effects in the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP).
Finally, response behavior may depend on the respondent's motivation and on incentives for providing accurate answers. These aspects are analyzed in the rational-choice approach to survey response behavior; see Philipson (1997) , Philipson (2001), Philipson and Malani (1999) , Singer (2002), and Stocké (2003) . In the analysis presented in this paper, we do not address these issues -our field experiment does not contain reliable indicators of respondents' motivation, and no incentives were used to increase response accuracy.
The field experiment embedded in SAVE 2001
In this section, we present a short overview of the SAVE 2001 study, and we discuss the embedded survey experiments.
Background and contents of the survey
In Germany, there is currently no dataset available that records detailed data on both financial variables such as income, savings, and asset holdings and on sociological and psychological characteristics of households. The German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) has rich data on household behavior, but it records only rough indicators of saving and asset choices (such as "Did you spend all of your income last year or was there anything left Part 4 is the critical part of the questionnaire. It contains a comprehensive "financial review" of the household and therefore the most sensitive questions in financial items such as income from various sources, holdings of various assets, and changes in income and assets over the past year. Apart from financial assets, the questions also cover private and company pensions, ownership of property and business assets. Questions are also asked about debt. Part 4 is kept separate from the other parts of the survey and administered using different modes and question formats; respondents are allocated to the different versions randomly. We return to the experimental design below.
Part 5 contains questions about psychological and social variables. It includes the social environment, expectations about income, the economic situation, health, life expectancy and general attitudes to life. The interview ends with a few questions on internet access, a few open-ended questions about the interview situation, and a question that asks whether the respondent would be willing to participate in a similar survey in the future (part 6).
Experimental design
The embedded experimental design of the SAVE 2001 study is summarized in Table 1 .
The first four versions were computer aided personal interviews (CAPI); they were carried out by NFO Infratest, Munich. In contrast, the fifth version was a conventional paper questionnaire ("paper and pencil", P&P). The CAPI interviews were carried out using quota samples whereas conventional P&P questionnaires were given to a so- The only difference in the four versions of the CAPI interview is in the critical part 4 of the questionnaire. In versions 1 and 2, all questions were administered by CAPI in the presence of the interviewer. The difference between these versions is that the questions on asset holdings were presented using an open-ended format with follow-up brackets (range cards) in version 1 and with "forced" brackets in version 2. The experimental manipulation of the question format with respect to follow-up vs. forced range-card questions is not investigated in the present paper. For a discussion of how follow-up questions alleviate the problem of item nonresponse, see Juster and Smith (1997) . Hurd et al . (1998) and Winter (2002a) investigate response biases such as anchoring that arise in follow-up questions that use unfolding brackets or range cards, respectively. Because many of these questions relate to intensely personal matters of income and wealth, we went one step further in versions 3 and 4. In these versions, part 4 of the questionnaire was not part of the personal CAPI interview, but left as a paper-and-pencil questionnaire by the interviewer (this mode is termed "P&P drop off" in the sequel). In version 3, the interviewer came back personally to collect the drop-off questionnaire; in version 4, the questionnaire had to be returned by mail using a pre-paid envelope. If this was not done within a specified number of days, the respondent was reminded by telephone several times. Nevertheless, response rates for the drop-off questionnaire were significantly lower in version 4 than in version 3 (90.5% vs. 98.0%).
Summarizing, in order to test our hypothesis that there is an anonymity/privacy effect on nonresponse to sensitive financial questions, we could compare response behavior in versions 1 and 2 to that in versions 3, 4, and 5. In this paper, we use data from versions 1, 3, and 4 only, for reasons detailed below. Table 1 shows the sample sizes for the five survey versions. In total, 1,829 households were surveyed.
Results
In this section, we present our findings on response behavior in the 2001 SAVE survey and relate these findings to the hypotheses presented in Section 2. We present summary statistics for the dependent and independent variables in Sections 4.2 and 4.2, respectively.
We then turn to the main part of the analysis, a series of probit regressions that allow us to test for factors that influence item nonresponse in Section 4.3. Other aspects of response behavior that might be related to interview mode and interviewer characteristics are briefly discussed in section 4.4.
In the following, we restrict the analysis to a comparison of version 1 (CAPI) with versions 3 (P&P drop-off, pick-up) and 4 (P&P drop-off, mail-back). As noted above, version 2 differs in the format of asset questions ("forced" brackets rather than openended questions with follow-up brackets). An analysis of the effects of question format on nonresponse is a separate issue from the mode effects we are interested in here, so we leave that to future work. Version 5 of the SAVE 2001 study used a different sample (drawn from a standing Access Panel) that exhibits a significant middle-class bias.
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We decided not to use data from version 5 in most of the subsequent analysis because of these differences in sample composition. While differences in observable characteristics could potentially be resolved using matching techniques, the problem is actually deeper: It is very likely that households in the Access Panel differ not only in observable characteristics from a random or quota sample, but also in unobservable characteristics that are relevant for our substantive analysis. For instance, members of an Access Panel typically have some survey experience, and their response behavior might therefore differ from that in a representative sample. 
Dependent variables
In the main part of our analysis, we use probit regressions with indicators for item nonresponse on the household net income and on six asset questions as the dependent variables. In addition, we use the incidence of focal (rounded) values in responses to the income question and the response to the question of whether respondents would be will-ing to participate in a future wave of the SAVE survey as additional dependent variables.
Descriptive statistics for all dependent variables are reported in table 2.
Independent variables
The independent variables we use in the subsequent analysis fall into four categories: (i) characteristics of the respondent, (ii) characteristics of the interviewer, (iii) self-reported feedback by the respondents, and (iv) interview mode (i. e., the different versions of the survey assigned by our experimental design). Summary statistics for the first three sets of independent variables are reported in Table 3 .
The set of demographic and economic characteristics of the respondent contains age and, in some regressions, household net income (and the squared values of these variables to allow for nonlinear effects). Note that there is some nonresponse to the open-ended income question itself, so we imputed these missing values using the information from the follow-up bracket question. To check whether these imputations affect the regression results, we include a dummy for households with imputed values in those regressions that contain income as an independent variable. Other respondent characteristics we use are three dummy variables for level of education (the reference category is primary school); a dummy for households in East Germany; a set of dummy variables for occupation and labor market status (the reference category is white-collar employees)
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; and a dummy variable for households in small communities with a population of less than 5000.
As can be seen in Table 3 , there are no striking differences in respondent and household characteristics between versions 1, 3, and 4 which were randomly assigned to households within the quota sample. One exception is income which will be used as an independent variable in the nonresponse regressions for assets, but this variable was administered differently across versions, so differences in responses are not surprising.
A second set of variables contains characteristics of the interviewer. In total, 267 interviewers administered the 1169 CAPI interviews, with a maximum of eight interviews by interviewer and a minimum of one. Considering this rather small average number of interviews by interviewer, we refrain from using interviewer dummies as explanatory variables. From the survey agency that administered the survey, we obtained data on gender, age, the level of schooling of the interviewer, and his interview experience (as measured by the number of years she has been working for the survey agency). In the regressions, we use a dummy variable for experienced interviewers, defined as having more than median experience (4 years); a dummy variable for female interviewers; a dummy variable for interviewers who are older than the respondent; and two dummy variables for interviewers with lower and higher education level than the respondent (with the categories defined as described above). We experimented with more complicated specifications for the age relation between interviewer and respondent, but we did not find results that were qualitatively different for those based on just a dummy for older interviewers, so we report only those results below.
The third set of explanatory variables is based on respondents self reports to an open-ended feedback question that was administered at the end of the interview. We have classified the responses to this question using a set of keywords which resulted in four indicator variables for whether the respondent mentioned specific aspects in a negative or positive way. A negative statement is coded as -1, a positive statement as 1, no statement as 0. The four aspects are: (1) overall reaction to the interview; (2) concerns about privacy; (3) length of the interview; (4) questions easy to answer. We also constructed a dummy variable that indicates whether at least one of these four aspects was mentioned in a positive way.
The final set of variables controls for mode effects. We are interested in the effects of a CAPI interview vs. a P&P drop-off questionnaire on nonresponse rates. In addition, we would like to distinguish between drop-off questionnaires that are picked up by the interviewer (version 3) and mailed back directly to the survey agency (version 4). We therefore include two dummy variables for versions 3 and 4, respectively, in our regressions.
The frequencies of the interview mode indicators are reported in Table 1 .
Nonresponse regressions
Tables 4 through 10 contain probit estimates for nonresponse rates for absolute values of monthly net household income and the balances held in six asset categories. We should note that in the case of the asset regressions, the dependent variable is always nonresponse conditional on holding that asset. For each of those assets, households were first asked whether they hold it, and they were asked for the amount only if they do.
Since ownership rates for the six assets vary, so do the numbers of observations used in the asset nonresponse regressions. For all but savings accounts, they are actually quite small, and we therefore discuss only the results of the regression for nonresponse on the income and savings account questions in detail.
For the income nonresponse regression, we report two specifications, one with interviewer characteristics and one without (Table 4) . Few of the respondent and household characteristics are significant -nonresponse rates are higher in East Germany, lower for blue-collar workers, and higher in small communities. Interestingly, the willingness to report income is not affected by the interview mode -the coefficients of the dummy variables for the P&P drop-off versions are not significant. These results also hold when interviewer characteristics are included. The only interviewer variable that is significant is the dummy for older interviewers; they seem to have a positive effect on willingness to report income. Overall, nonresponse on the household net income question appears to be very heterogenous and hard to explain with respondent and household characteristics, interview mode, and interviewer characteristics. However, self-reported feedback measures that characterize how the respondents have perceived the interview situation have explanatory power.
The situation is different for assets. In the regression results for nonresponse to the question on the balance held in saving account (Table 5) , we see that respondent and household characteristics still have few significant characteristics. Nonresponse is higher for the unemployed and lower in small communities. The latter is an interesting sign change compared with the income regression. Most importantly, we see strongly negative coefficients of the dummy variables for the P&P drop-off versions. Respondents are more willing to report their saving account balance in the private P&P interview mode.
The dummy variable for imputed income (i. e., nonresponse to the income question) is significantly positive which indicates that there is some consistency in nonresponse across questions. Finally, there are effects of interviewer characteristics, and there is again some evidence that self-reported feedback is related to item nonresponse.
We do not comment on the nonresponse regressions for the other five assets in detail because the number of households who hold these assets is smaller. However, we should note that the negative coefficients of the dummy variables for the P&P drop-off modes can be found in most of these regressions. This is strong evidence for a mode effect in nonresponse to questions on asset holdings -respondents are much more willing to answer if such questions are self-administered and private. In some but not all cases, the coefficient of the version 4 dummy is larger in magnitude than that of the version 3 dummy. This finding is consistent with even lower rates of nonresponse when the drop-off questionnaire is mailed back rather than being picked up by the interviewer. However, as reported in Table 1 , response rates for the drop-off questionnaires are lower for version 4 than for version 3 in the first place.
Other dimensions of survey response behavior
The incidence of focal points ("round" values) in the responses to open-ended questions is a direct measure of data quality. There are two primary reasons why survey respondents give focal-point responses to open-ended questions (see Tourangeau et al . (2000) , section 8.1). First, rounding could reflect uncertainty about the exact value of the quantity asked. Second, even if a respondent knows the exact value of a quantity, she could round this value because of privacy concerns and other aspects of the interviewer-respondent interaction. Moreover, there could be dependence between these two effects. For instance, in the presence of an interviewer, a respondent who is uncertain about the quantity in question might report a guess, reflected in a focal-point response (so as not to disappoint the interviewer by a complete refusal). In contrast, in a self-administered mode, the respondent might be more willing to admit that she does not have an exact answer by giving an explicit "Don't know" response. Finally, other aspects of the interviewing process such as time pressure (which is more intense in personal interviews than in self-administered surveys such as a paper-and-pencil questionnaire) could also induce the respondent to report a focal-point guess rather than thinking a little longer -that is, evoking a more elaborate cognitive process -to come up with an exact answer.
The present study was not designed to disentangle these potential explanations of focal responses. However, our data allow to assess whether the factors that influence item nonresponse also affect the incidence of focal-point (rounded) rounded answers from those who respond. For this purpose, we focus on the income question for which nonresponse regressions were reported above in Table 4 . Tables 11, 12, and 13 contain probit regressions in which the dependent variable is an indicator of whether the response is a multiple of 100, 500, or 1000, respectively. The most interesting observation in these regressions is that Version 3 (drop-off questionnaire picked up by the interviewer) has generated the smallest fraction of focal responses. This is evidence against the hypothesis that rounding is caused by privacy concerns or other aspects of the interviewer-respondent interaction.
Rather, rounding seems to be related to response uncertainty and the opportunity and incentives to look up correct values. While these results are interesting, more research is needed to substantiate these claims. In particular, having a direct measure of respondents' uncertainty about the quantity in question seems important; see Winter (2002b) Finally, we analyze responses to the question of whether the respondent would be willing to participate in a future wave of the SAVE survey. The fraction of "yes" responses varies between about 60% and 70% in versions 1 through 4 which were administered with quota samples (see table 2).
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To check whether respondent and interviewer characteristics affect the willingness to participate in future surveys, we run probit regressions similar to those for nonresponse reported in Section 4.3 above. Table 14 reports the results.
Few of the independent variables are significant. However, a consistent pattern emerges: Respondents in version 3 (which included a drop-off questionnaire on financial items collected by the interviewer) are less willing to participate in future surveys. In the specifications that also control for income, dummies for version 3 also has a significant negative coefficients. From these results, it follows that having to return the drop-off questionnaire to the interviewer at a future point reduces stated willingness to participate in future surveys.
The present design does not allow to disentangle all possible explanations for this observation. One explanation might be that the drop-off questionnaire is perceived as a burden -respondents know that they have to do additional work after the interviewer has left. The absolute value of the coefficient of the version 3 dummy is larger than that of the version 4 dummy; this is consistent with the hypothesis that in version 4 (drop-off questionnaire mailed in rather than being picked up), respondents feel less obliged to do the extra work of filling in the drop-off questionnaire. This corresponds the lower return rate in version 4, 91% compared with 98% in version 3, see Table 2 .
A weakness of this explanation is that the proxy variable for overall satisfaction (willingness to participate in future surveys) was obtained before the drop-off questionnaire has been answered; it might be possible that respondents are more willing to participate in future surveys after having answered (because they realized that the burden was less than they expected) so that the mode effect disappears. A reliable analysis of alternative explanations for the finding that the drop-off modes reduce willingness to participate in future surveys would therefore require a more complex experimental design; this is left for future research.
In any case, the survey protocol reflects that German law which requires that only those respondents who agree explicitly to participate in future waves can be contacted for a re-interview. The results on the reported willingness to participate in future surveys indicate that the higher response rates on sensitive financial items achieved in interviews with drop-off questionnaires might come at a price. Drop-off questionnaires appear to increase the perceived burden of the interview and to reduce respondents' overall satisfaction. As yet, we do not have data on actual (unit) response to future surveys for our sample of households, so we cannot judge whether stated willingness to participate in future survey translates in actual behavior, but this is a issue that deservers attention in future research. 
Conclusions
The present paper investigated the effects of interview mode on nonresponse to sensitive questions on items such as income and asset holdings using data from a field experiment.
The main hypothesis we tested was that a self-administered interview mode results in lower rates of nonresponse than a personal interview, as suggested by models of survey response behavior developed in social psychology and survey research. We found that in comparison to the CAPI mode, rates of nonresponse are lower in a paper-and-pencil drop-off questionnaire that could be answered in private and independently of the rest of the survey interview. This effect is very strong for all six asset categories we analyzed while it is not significant for the question on household net income.
Respondent and household characteristics as well as interviewer characteristics do not appear to have strong and consistent effects on nonresponse to sensitive financial questions. This raises the question of whether correcting for item nonresponse using complex designs that require an explicit model of the nonresponse process offer much gain over straightforward imputation schemes that invoke a "missing at random" assumption.
This aspect is certainly worth further investigation; our paper illustrates the usefulness of controlled survey experiments for such an analysis.
Another finding is that data quality for those households who actually answer also seems to be better in the P&P drop-off modes, as judged by the lower frequency of focalpoint responses (which suggests that these responses are more accurate). This observation could be explained by the fact that respondents have more time to answer a drop-off questionnaire. We know from survey research that respondents are more likely to invoke more elaborate cognitive processes when they have more time to answer questions. These more elaborate processes should result in more accurate responses. Alternatively, respondents may be more likely to look up exact quantities when they fill in a drop-off questionnaire than in a personal interview situation. We cannot distinguish between these explanations with the experimental data obtained from the present study. This issue should be explored in future research.
Our results have a number of practical implications. Data quality seems to be better if sensitive questions on financial items are administered in a private interview mode, and drop-off questionnaires seem to be a practical way to implement private data collection modes within a random or quota sampling scheme (such as random route) that requires personal interviewer contact. However, it should be noted that response rates for the drop-off questionnaire might cause a problem -while the 98% achieved in SAVE 2001 when the interviewer came back to pick up the drop-off questionnaire is acceptable, a 90.5% response rate for mail-back questionnaires might be too high. This aspect should be analyzed in future work.
Finally, we have seen that stated willingness to participate in future surveys is lower if the survey interview consists not only of the CAPI component but also has a drop-off questionnaire. While it is unclear whether respondents would state that they are more willing to participate in a future survey after they have actually filled in the drop-off questionnaire, the interview protocol that is typically followed requires that the question on future surveys be asked at the end of the CAPI interview. A piece of practical advice would be to move that question to the end of the drop-off questionnaire. In any case, the effect that the interview mode chosen for sensitive financial questions has on participation in a follow-up survey will be investigated with data from the upcoming SAVE 2003 wave. -200.63494 -197.93678 -192.57297 -197.84542 
